
THE BOOK REVIEW BUSINESS.
" As good almost kill a man as kill a good book ; who kills a

man kills a reasonable creature, God's image ; but he who de-
stroys a good book kills reason itself."\p=m-\Milton's Areopagitica.

It is with genuine regret that we invite the atten-
tion of the American medical profession to an abuse
which has arisen in the matter of reviewing books by
some otherwise excellent medical journals. For
some years we have been watching the review col-
umns of certain of our contemporaries to see if they
showed the secret influence of the publisher. Facts
which have come to our ears in the past year or two
prove the suspicion to be more or less well founded
that in reviewing or in not reviewing the publications
of rival houses, the publisher's financial interest is
frequently more plainly manifest than the reviewer's
scientific interest. In other words, the editor-re-
viewer instead of speaking solely from the standpoint
of the scientific or literary critic, becomes the mouth¬
piece of the publisher, and his opinion is accordingly
vitiated as a medical guide.

The guiding principle of a dignified medical jour¬
nal is that the reviewer and editor shall tell his
readers the truth about a book sent for review, as

he himself thinks and believes. He does not assume

infallibility, but simply gives his opinion. But
when the publisher of the journal is also the pub¬
lisher of a competing book, and by some invisible
method makes the editor speak according to the dic¬
tates of mercantile rivalry, we then have the abuse of
which we complain.

Far worse, however, than misrepresentation of a

book and manifest hypocrisy, is to ignore it altogether
Not to review the competing book of a rival firm

is worse than to review it through the counting-house
spectacles. It is worse because it is mean, and be¬
cause it is not likely to escape attention except by the
rival publisher or author. Such a height has this
editorial subserviency and publisher's dictation at¬
tained, that publishing houses often do not send cer¬
tain new books to certain journals, because they fear
that they can not get a fair review, or because they
can get no review whatsoever.

The moral of the whole matter is the discreditable-
ness of editorial subserviency, and the wrongfulness
of the publisher in using for commercial purposes the
columns of a journal supposed to be devoted solely
to medical and scientific matters. There are, to be
sure, all grades or degrees of this subserviency from
that of the man who copies the eulogistic printed
notices sent in advance by the publishers of the
vilest trash, up. to that of the "Olympian" editor
smothered in respectability, and who, obedient to
the wink of the publication office, damns with very
faint praise or entirely ignores a great book, the
merest mention of which might lessen the sales of a
rival volume. And still another and important
moral should not be omitted—the duty of the med¬
ical profession to own and govern the conduct
of its journals. It is only in journals of the pro¬
fession, for the profession and by the profession,
that physicians will always be certain to find "the
truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth."
In its review department, for instance, the readers of
the Journal of the American Medical Association
may rest assured that no secret influence governs
the criticisms given of current literature. We have
no interest in misrepresentation, in exaggerated
fault finding, or in exaggerated praise, and more
than all we have no interest in silently ignoring
good books sent us for review. The progress of med¬
ical science depends largely oex the dissemination of
the best books, and the recommendation or criticism
of books by medical journals should be carried on

conscientiously and in the interest of medicine and
not of the publication office. In fact it wr.s for this
reason, as much as for any other, that the Journal
of the American Medical Association was founded.

THE MAYBRICK CASE.
This celebrated case continues to attract attention

in this country and in England. There is a well
founded belief that Mrs. Maybrick is innocent, but
thus far public sentiment has not been strong
enough to move the Home Secretary to grant a par-
don to this most unfortunate woman.

Perhaps there has never been a more flagrant
example of jury incompetency than was shown in
this trial. Of late there has been an increasing dis-
trust in juries, and we would by no means join in a

sweeping condemnation of jury trials, but believe
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that surrounded by proper safeguards it has an

abiding place in our jurisprudence. It is, however,
in cases of involved circumstantial evidence such as

the Maybrick case, that the ordinary jury fails. The
average jury is able to judge of the credibility of wit-
nesses and the general trend of testimony, but when
it comes to weighing a complicated set of circum-
stances, the highly trained and educated mind can

alone deal successfully with them. The jury which
tried Mrs. Maybrick, if we are to believe the state¬
ments concerning it, was rather below average intelli¬
gence. The judge who presided and is supposed to
guide the jury in just such difficult cases was shown to
have been suffering from paretio dementia at the time
of the trial. He made a most intemperate charge
which bore strongly against the prisoner and belit¬
tled every circumstance that pointed towards her
innocence.

The chief points relied on by the Crown in this
case were that Mrs. Maybrick purchased arsenical fly
paper, and shortly after her husband was taken with
a severe gastro-intestinal inflammation. Arsenic was

found in a medicine bottle and in some luncheon
put up by her for her husband. Supplies of arsenic
were found in places about the house to which the
prisoner had access. The accused had been unfaith¬
ful to her husband who had beaten her and she had
written to her lover stating that Mr. Maybrick was

dangerously ill. Arsenic was found in a bottle of
glycerin which she gave the nurse to cleanse Mr.
Maybrick's mouth. There were arsenical stains on

her dressing gown. Herjhusband said: " Don't give
me the wrong medicine again," and "Oh, Bunny,
how could you do it? I did not think this of you."

On behalf of the prisoner it was shown that she
had used arsenical fly papers in making a face wash.
The purchase was openly made and she bought other
ingredients at the same time. Her husband had
been ailing for a long time with a severe gastro-intes¬
tinal disorder. He was a confirmed arsenic eater,
and used to take it in his food at luncheon. The
arsenic found about the house could not have been
derived from the fly paper, and the purchase of the
latter showed that she was not aware that arsenic
was in the house, and since the trial this arsenic has
been traced to the husband. The prisoner summoned
the physicians and the nurse. The letter to the lover
contained other exaggerations than that regarding
the illness of her husband and was written for the
purpose of inducing him to remain in the country.
After their quarrel, husband and wife had become
reconciled, and the illness began a month later.
Arsenic in quantity as large as that found in the
mouth wash is a common impurity in glycerin. The
spots on the dressing gown are easily accounted for
by the use of the face wash. The husband never

referred in any way to poison or arsenic, though he

knew there was a supply in the house, and felt cer¬
tain that his wife was unfaithful to him. The
change for the worse in Mr. Maybrick took place
the day he forgot to take the luncheon which his
wife had prepared, and in no case did it appear that
the illness was aggravated soon after anything ad¬
ministered by the accused. The amount of arsenic
found post-mortem was far less than a fatal dose and
was consistent with its medicinal administration.
This opinion was given by the late Charles Meymat
Tidy, an authority in legal medicine and one of the
best toxicologists in England.

It may be that Mrs. Maybrick is guilty of the
murder of her husband, but if so there is a deplor¬
able lack of evidence of the fact. As for the
ordinary legal rule, that reasonable doubt shall
acquit, it becomes an utter absurdity when applied
to such evidence as was adduced in her case.

THE MEDICAL COLLEGES OF THE UNITED STATES.
Some weeks ago the Journal sent out a circular

to all the Medical Colleges in the United States and
Canada, and the returns which are now all in, were
handed to Dr. Frank W. Reilly, well known as an

authority on the subject of medical education, for
tabulation and summary. The results are this week
spread before our readers, and will doubtless surprise
many whose knowledge on the subject is not based
on intimate acquaintance with the schools themselves.
The advance that has been made in the last decade
is not so apparent as to be very gratifying to the
friends of higher medical education generally, or to
the medical profession. The report may well serve as a

convenient basis for comparison, in the year 1905,
and the Journal of that year, we trust may be able
to show a progress equally marked.

SELECTIONS.
A Department of Public Health.—The country is to be con¬

gratulated upon the fact that the President's message to
Congress recommends a Public Health Department. Through
the whole message, there* is no more important subject con¬
sidered than this one. Indeed, for the benefit of the people
at large it outweighs in importance all other subjects con¬
sidered in his message. The people may differ as to free
iron and coal, and as to the repeal of the differential duty
on sugar ; it may be doubted, too, whether the Army should
be increased in numbers or not, and some might doubt the
propriety of extending the coast defenses, but if the health
of the nation is to be preserved, no one can doubt that a
Department of Public Health should be established. The
following is the pointed way in which the President states
his opinion on this matter:
"I am entirely convinced that we ought not to be longerwithout a National Board of Health or National Health

Officer charged with no other duties than such as pertain to
the protection of our country from the invasion of pesti¬lence and disease. This would involve the establishment,by such board or officer, of proper quarantine precautions
or the necessary aid and counsel tef local authorities on the
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